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Chapter 1

Introduction and ThisDraft Comprehensve Conservation Plan (CCP) and Environmenta

Background Assessment (EA) for the Shawangunk Grass andsNational Wildlife Refuge
(refuge) combinestwo documents, each required by federal law: aCCP,
required by the National Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act of 1966, as
amended by the Nationa Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act of 1997
(16 U.S.C. 6688dd, et seq.; Refuge Improvement Act), and an EA, required
by the Nationa Environmenta Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA).!

Thischapter explainsthe purpose of and need for preparing aCCP/EA for the
refuge. It documentsthe purposesfor which therefuge was established and its
land acquisition history, clarifiesitsvision and goals, describesour planning
processand itscompliance with NEPA regulations, lists some conservation
mandates and plansthat guided itsdevel opment, and definesthekey issues,
public concerns, and opportunitiesit addresses.

Chapter 2, “ Description of theAffected Environment,” describesthe physical,
biologica and human environment of therefuge.

Chapter 3, “ Alternatives, Including the Service-preferred Alternative,” proposes
varying management strategiesto meet refugegoals, achievetheir objectives,
and respond to key issues.

Chapter 4, “Environmental Consequences,” eval uatestheforeseesabl e effectsof
implementing each of the proposed management aternativesontheenviron-
ment.

Chapter 5, “ Consultation and Coordination with Others,” describesin detail
how weinvolved othersin the planning process.

Chapter 6, “List of Preparers,” identifieswhowasinvolved in preparing this
document.

We havea soincluded aglossary of terms, abibliography, and six appendixes
of information that support thisplan.

Our proposed actionisto develop aCCPfor therefugethat best achievesits
purposes, vision, and goals; contributesto the National Wildlife Refuge System
(Refuge System) mission; adheresto U.S. Fishand Wildlife Service (Service,
we, our) policiesand mandates; addresseskey issues; and incorporates sound
principlesof fishand wildlifemanagement.

NEPA regulationsrequire an evaluation of areasonablerange of aternatives,
including the proposed action and no action. Thisdraft CCP/EA evaluatesthree
aternativesrepresenting different waysto achieveall or most of thecriteria
noted above. Wewrote each aternative assuming its potentia to befully
developedinto afina CCP. Our anaysisincludesthe predicted socioeconomic,
physica, cultura, and biological consequencesof implementing each dternative.
For theremainder of thisreport, our Service-preferred aternative, describedin
detall asaternative B in chapter 3, definesthe proposed action.

1PL.91-190; 42 U.S.C. 43214347, January 1, 1970; 83 Stat. 852, asamended
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The Purpose of and
Need for Action

Savannah arrow nest with young |

Introduction and Background

DevelopingaCCPwith partner and publicinvolvement isvita for successfully
managing every national wildliferefuge. The purposeof aCCPisto provide
strategic management direction for thenext 15 years, by:

m stating clearly thedesired future conditionsof refuge habitat, wildlife, visitor
sarvices, saffing, andfacilities,

m providing aclear understanding of thereasonsfor refuge management actions
to state agencies, refuge neighbors, visitors, and partners,

m conforming refuge management to the policiesand goal sof the Refuge
Systemand itslega mandates;

m providing long-term continuity inrefuge
management;

m ensuring the compatibility of current and future
public use; and,

m judtifying our staffing, operating and maintenance,
and annua budget requests.

The need to devel op this CCP arose from thelack
of amaster planto formally establish refuge manage-
ment priorities, guide management actions, and
measuretheir success. Therefugeisreatively new
and has begun establishing relationshipswith neigh-
boring communitiesand their elected officials. We
have opened therefugeto afew uses, but we
wanted apublic processto identify other potential
compatible usesto evauate. Having public support
for our management actionsultimately will benefitthe
natural resources of therefuge, the State, and the
loca community.

The CCPwill bereviewed and updated at | east
every 15 yearsin accordancewith the Refuge
Improvement Act and Service planning policy (602

Photo courtesy of Scott A. Vincent© FWS 1, 3and 4).

Project Area

The566-acrerefugeliesinthe Hudson River/New York Bight watershed, inthe
Town of Shawangunk, Ulster County, New York (map 1-1). The Shawangunk
Grasslands FocusArea(focusarea) definesour project area, and includesthe
refugeand contiguouslandswith important wildlife habitatsthat soinfluence
thequality of therefuge’ snatural resources(map 1-2).
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Chapter 1

Map 1-1 Hudson River — New York Bight Watershed
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Introduction and Background

Map 1-2 Shawangunk Grasslands National Wildlife Refuge
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Chapter 1

The Service, its Policies
and Legal Mandates

The U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service and its
Mission

The National Wildlife
Refuge System, its
Mission, and Policies

This section highlights the Service, the National Wildlife Refuge System, Service
policy, laws, regulations, and mandates that directly influenced the development
of this draft CCP/EA.

The Service, part of the Department of the Interior, administers the Refuge
System. The Service mission is

“Working with others, to conserve, protect, and enhance fish, wildlife, and
plants and their habitats for the continuing benefit of the American people.”

Congress entrusts to the Service the conservation and protection of certain
national resources: migratory birds and fish, Federal-listed endangered or
threatened species, inter-jurisdictional fish, wetlands, certain marine mammals,
and national wildlife refuges. We also enforce federal wildlife laws and interna-
tional treaties on importing and exporting wildlife, assist States with their fish and
wildlife programs, and help other countries develop conservation programs.

The Service manual, Attp.//www.fws.gov.directives/direct. html, contains the
standing and continuing directives to implement its authorities, responsibilities,
and activities. Special Service directives that affect the rights of citizens or the
authorities of other agencies are published separately in the Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR), and are not duplicated in the Service manual. Most of the
current regulations that pertain to the Service are issued in 50 CFR parts 1-99,
available at http.//www.access.gpo.gov/nara/cfr/index. html.

The Refuge System is the world’s largest collection of lands and waters set
aside specifically for the conservation of wildlife and the protection of ecosys-
tems. More than 545 national wildlife refuges are part of that national system
today. They encompass more than 95 million acres of lands and waters in all
50 states and several island territories. More than 40 million visitors hunt, fish,
observe and photograph wildlife, or participate in environmental education and
interpretive activities on refuges across the nation each year.

In 1997, President William Jefferson Clinton signed into law the Refuge Im-
provement Act. That law established a unifying mission for the Refuge System, a
new process for determining compatible public use activities on refuges, and the
requirement to prepare CCPs for each refuge. The Refuge Improvement Act
states that first and foremost, the Refuge System must focus on wildlife conser-
vation. It further states that the mission of the Refuge System, coupled with the
purpose(s) for which each refuge was established, will provide the principal
management direction on that refuge. The mission of the Refuge System is

“to administer a national network of lands and waters for the

conservation, management, and where appropriate, restoration of the
fish, wildlife, and plant resources and their habitats within the United
States for the benefit of present and future generations of Americans.”

-Refuge Improvement Act; Public Law 105-57
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Refuge System
Planning Policy

Introduction and Background

TheRefuge System manud providesacentra referencefor current policy
governing the operation and management of the Refuge System not covered by
the Servicemanud, including technica information onimplementing refugepolices
and guiddines. That manua can bereviewed at Wallkill River Refuge Head-
quarters. A few noteworthy policiesinstrumenta in devel oping thisCCPfollow.

Thispoalicy establishesrequirementsand guidancefor Refuge System planning,
including CCPsand step-down management plans. It statesthat wewill manage
all refugesin accordancewith an approved CCP which, whenimplemented, will
achieverefuge purposes; hdpfulfill the Refuge System mission; maintain and,
where appropriate, restore the ecol ogica integrity of each refugeand the
Refuge System; help achievethegoalsof the National Wilderness Preservation
System; and meet other mandates[Fishand WildlifeServiceManud (602 FW 1,2,3)].

Pond at Shawangunk Grasslands atlonal Wllife efge
USFWS photo
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Chapter 1

Maintaining Biological
Integrity, Diversity, and
Environmental Health
Policy

Compatibility Policy

Thispolicy providesguidance on maintaining or restoring the biologica integrity,
diversity, and environmenta hedlth of the Refuge Systemincluding the protection
of abroad spectrum of fish, wildlife, and habitat resourcesfound in refuge
ecosystems. It providesrefuge managerswith aprocessfor eval uating the best
management directionto prevent the additiona degradation of environmental
conditionsand restorelost or severely degraded environmental components. It
aso providesguidelinesfor dealing with external threatsto thebiological
integrity, diversity, and environmental health of arefugeand itsecosystem

(601 FW 3).

Federa law and Service policy providethedirection and planning framework to
protect the Refuge System from incompatible or harmful human activitiesand
ensurethat Americans can enjoy Refuge System landsand waters. The Refuge
Improvement Act isthekey legidation regarding management of public usesand
compatibility. The comptibility requirementsof the Refuge Improvement Act
wereadopted inthe USFWS Final Compatibility Regulationsand Final Com-
patibility Policy, published October 18, 2000 (Federal Register, Vol. 65, No.
202, pp. 62458-62496). This Compatibility Rulechanged or modified Service
regulations contained in chapter 50, parts 25, 26, and 29 of the Code of

Federal Regulations (USFWS 2000c). To view the policy and regul ations
online, vigit http://policy.fws.gov/library/00fr 62483.pdf. Our summary follows.

The Refugelmprovement Act and itsregul ationsrequirean affirmativefinding
by the refuge manager of thecompatibility of an activity beforeitisalowedona
nationa wildliferefuge. Thisfindingisdocumented in areport called a“ compat-
ibility determination.” A compatibleuseisone” .. .that will not materialy inter-
ferewith or detract from thefulfillment of themission of the Refuge System or
the purposes of therefuge’ (Refuge Improvement Act). TheAct definessix
priority, wildlife-dependent usesthat areto be given enhanced consideration on
refuges. hunting, fishing, wildlife observation and photography, and environmen-
tal education and interpretation. These priority usesmay beauthorizedona
refuge when they are compatible and not incons stent with public safety. At the
timethe compatibility determinationismade, therefuge manager will insert the
required maximum 10-year re-eval uation datefor usesother thanwildlife-
dependent recreational uses, or a15-year maximum re-eval uation datefor
wildlife-dependent recreationa uses. However, therefuge manager may re-
evaluate the compatibility of auseat any time (602 FWS 2, Parts2.11 and
2.12). For example, adecision may berevisited sooner than the mandatory
date, or even beforethe CCP processiscompleted, if new informationreveals
unacceptableimpactsor incompatibility with Refuge purposes.

Moreover, not all usesthat are determined compatible may beallowed. The
refuge manager hasthe discretion to allow or deny any use based on other
considerationssuch aspublic safety, policy, or availablefunding. Neverthel ess,
all usesthat are allowed must be determined compatible. Except for consider-
ation of consstency with Statelaws and regulations as provided for in subsec-
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Other Mandates

Conservation Plans
and Initiatives Guiding
the Project

Birds of Conservation
Concern (2002)

National, State, and Regional Plans

tion (m) of theAct, no other determinationsor findingsarerequired to be made
by therefugeofficia under thisAct or the Refuge Recreation Act for wildlife-
dependent recreation to occur.

Although Service and Refuge System policy and each refuge’ s purpose provide
thefoundation for itsmanagement, other federal laws, executiveorders, tredties,
interstate compacts, and regul ations on the conservation and protection of
natura and cultural resourcesa so affect how nationa wildliferefugesare
managed. The Digest of Federal Resource Laws of Interest to the USFWS
listsmany of them, and can be accessed at http://laws.fws.gov/lawsdigest/
indx.html.

Chapter 4, “ Environmental Consequences,” eval uatesthisplan’scompliance
with the Clean Water Act, CleanAir Act, the National Historic Preservation
Act, theArcheol ogical Resources Protection Act, and the Endangered Species
Act. Wehavewritten thisdraft CCP/EA to fulfill NEPA compliance.

Theresource plansand conservation initiatives bel ow influenced the devel op-
ment of thisdraft CCP/EA. They are presented hierarchically, from theregional
toloca level.

The Service devel oped thisreport in consultation with theleadersof bird
conservationinitiativesand partnershipssuch as Partnersin Flight, theNorth
American Waterbird Conservation Plan, and the U.S. Shorebird Conservation
Plan. It fulfillsthemandate of the 1988 amendment to the Fishand Wildlife
ConservationAct of 1980 (PL. 100653, TitleV1I1), which requiresthe
Secretary of the Interior, through the Service, to“identify species, subspecies,
and populationsof al migratory nongamebirdsthat, without additiona conser-
vation actions, arelikely to become candidatesfor listing under the Endangered
SpeciesAct of 1973.”

Thereportisactualy aseriesof 45 listsof bird speciesof conservation concern
deemed the highest priority for national, regional, and landscape conservation. It
includesaprincipa nationd list, sevenregional listscorresponding to our seven
regional administrative units, and specieslistsfor each of the 37 Bird Conserva
tion Regionsin the United States designated and endorsed by the North Ameri-
can Bird Conservation Initiative (NABCI). Thosebird conservationregionsare
ecologically based units, asdefined by NABCI for planning, implementing, and
eva uating bird conservation.

Theseregiona and nationa reportswill stimulate coordinated effortsby Fed-
eral, state, and private agenciesto devel op and implement integrated ap-
proachesfor the conservation and management of these birdsdeemedtobein
the most need of conservation action. We considered each of those speciesto
help usfocusour habitat objectives, actionsand strategies devel op our Species
of Management ConcernList (appendix A).
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Chapter 1

Partners In Flight
Landbird Conservation
Plans

Significant Habitats and
Habitat Complexes of
the New York Bight
Watershed (USFWS
1997)

In 1990, Partnersin Flight (PIF) was conceived asavoluntary, international
coalition of government agencies, conservation organizations, academicingitu-
tions, privateindustry, and other citizensdedicated to reversing the population
declinesof bird speciesand “ keeping common birdscommon.” Thefoundation
of itslong-term strategy for conserving birdsisaseriesof scientifically based
bird conservation plans, using phys ographic provincesasthe planning units,

The plansfor each physiographic arearank bird speciesaccording totheir
conservation priority, describe desired habitat conditions, develop biological
objectives, and recommend conservation actions. Thepriority rankingsfactor in
habitat oss, population trends, and the vulnerability of aspeciesand itshabitats
to regional andlocal threats. The physiographic plan that coversour project
areaisdescribed in moredetail below.

Physiographic Area 17—Northern Ridge and Valley (Draft 2003)

TheNorthern Ridge and Valley extendsfrom southeastern Pennsylvania,
through northwestern New Jersey and southeastern New York nearly tothe
base of theAdirondack Mts. Itincludes portions of several major river valleys,
including theHudson, Delaware, and SusquehannaRivers. Ecologicaly, thisisa
trangtional area, with forested ridgesgrading from primarily oak-hickory forests
inthe south to northern hardwood forestsfurther north. Pine-oak woodlands
and barrensand hemlock ravineforestsare alsoimportant along ridges,
whereasbottomland and riparian forestsareimportant inthevalleyswhich are
now largely cleared for agricultura and urban devel opment. Roughly 50 percent
of the physiographic areaisforested today, the vast mgority occurring at higher
elevations. About 40 percent of theareaisin agricultural production, primarily a
mixture of dairy pastureland and corn. Over 49,420 acresisstateforest landin
PA and NJ. Other important public landsinclude High Point State Park (NJ),
theWallkill River Refuge, and thisrefuge.

Thetop 17 priority speciesidentifiedintheArea 17 PIF plan breed onthe
refuge. Our objectivesfor grassands habitat emphasize Hend ow’ ssparrow,
upland sandpipersand bobolink, which areall priority speciesidentifiedinthe
PIF plan. Thefinal Areal7 PIF planisnot yet available; however, werefer-
enced thedraft plan aswe cons dered management opportunitiesontherefuge.
Draft and final PIF plans can be accessed at http: //imww.partnersinflight.org.

Completed in 1997, the 1,025-page S gnificant Habitats and Habitat Com-
plexes of the New York Bight Water shed focuses on the regional geographic
distribution and popul ation status of morethan 1,000 key marine, coastal, and
terrestrial speciesinhabiting thiswatershed. The geographic scope of the study
coversthemarinewatersof the New York Bight (theAtlantic coastlinesof Long
Island and New Jersey out to the continental shelf), the New York — New
Jersey Harbor Estuary and the entirewatershed of the Bight and Harbor,
including the Hudson River uptothe Troy Dam.

1-10 Shawangunk Grasslands National Wildlife Refuge



The Hudson River
Estuary Action Plan and
the Hudson River
Biodiversity Project
(2001)

New York Open Space
Conservation Plan
(September 2002)

National, State, and Regional Plans

The study assessed the status of habitats, threatsto their integrity, and threatsto
the species dependent upon them. It also determined those habitatsand fish,
wildlife, and plant populationsrequiring immediate and long-term protection,
conservation, enhancement, or restoration. Thishabitat assessment isbeing used
to emphasize theseregionally important sitesto Federa, Sate, regiona, and
locd planners, resource managers, conservation commissions, regulatory
authorities, and the many private conservati on organizationsthroughout the
region. We used that study to identify resourcesof concern and develop man-
agement goalsand objectives.

In 1996, Governor Pataki released thefirst Hudson River Estuary Action Plan
(http://Amww.dec.state.ny.us). Revised every 2 years, it providestheframework
for al New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NY SDEC)
agenciesand those of other government agencies, academicingtitutions, and
concerned citizensto join resourcesin protecting the entire Hudson River
Estuary ecosystem. That ecosystem includesnot only the Hudson River and its
shoreline, but also considersthe uplandsin countiesbordering theriver.

Theaction plan’soverarching goal isto“ protect and conserve, restoreand
enhancethe productivity and diversity of natural resourcesof the Hudson River
estuary to sustain awidearray of present and future human benefits.” TheNew
York Statelegid ature has appropriated funding through the Environmental
Protection Fund and other sources, such asthe Clean Water/Clean Air Bond
Act. Anoversght committeeisrespong blefor identifying and implementing
projectsthat maintain terrestrial biodiversity inthe ecosystem.

Particularly important to therefuge arethe plan’ stasks associated with terrestria
biodiversity. Action plan 2001 commitmentsincludeinventorying and assessing
areasthought to have great significancefor regiona biodiversity and promoting
their conservation through voluntary measures; providing training on biodiversity
conservation; studying therelationship of breeding bird diversity to habitat
patternsand trendsin the Hudson Valley; and, continuing the use of biological
controlsto reduce purpleloosestrife. The plan’sgoal sand action items hel ped
our planning team establish management goa sand obj ectivesontherefuge.

TheNew York Open Space Conservation Planisrevised every 3 yearsby the
Officesof Parks, Recreation, and Historic Preservation. Every regioninthe
state hasformed an advisory committeethat includesrepresentativesfrom state
agencies, land trusts, county officials, and citizensgroups. The committees
identify priority areasfor inclusonintheplan. Itisnot aregulatory document,
but it conveysto municipalitiesthe recommendations of the State of New York
for maintaining open space.

The September 2002 planincludesareas of regiondly significant biodiversity
adjacent totherefuge: the Shawangunk Kill Corridor (Ulster and Orange Coun-
ties); theWallkill River Corridor (Ulster and Orange Counties), and the Galeville
Grasdands, whichincludestherefuge. The descriptionsof thesignificant resources
inthisplan hel ped our team establish management prioritiesand objectives.
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Chapter 1

Refuge
Establishment/
History and
Purpose

Refuge Establishment
History

Refuge Purpose

Refuge Administration

In 1994, the United StatesMilitary Academy at West Point declared excessto
itsmissionthe 621 acresof land containing theformer GaevilleMilitary Airstrip
inthe Town of Shawangunk, Ulster County, New York. We expressed our
interestinthat land. On July 27, 1999, the Genera ServicesAdministration
transferred at no cost to the Service 566 acresto createanew national wildlife
refuge, and subsequently transferred the balance of 55 acresto the Town of
Shawangunk to create acommunity park, under the Federal Landsto Parks
Program administered by the National Park Service. We have posted refuge
boundary signsto identify the 566-acre refuge; no other lands have been added
snceit wasestablished. Officidly, thetransfer of land that established therefuge
occurred under thefollowing authorities: the Federa Property and Administra-
tive ServicesAct of 1949,2which alowsfor property transfersfrom one
Federa agency to another; and the Transfer of Certain Real Property for
Wildlife Conservation PurposesAct of 1948.3

Theofficia purposelistedinthe Refuge System databaseisto provideits
“...particular vauein carrying out the nationa migratory bird management
program” (16 U.S.C. 667b, AnAct Authorizing the Transfer of Certain Real
Property for Wildlife). However, thispurposewas further refined inamemo-
randum dated October 17,1997, to the General ServicesAdministration from
our Regiond Director, emphasizing theimportance of the siteto wintering
raptorsand breeding and migrating grasdand birds. The memorandum formally
requested thetransfer of land and defined the primary reason for establishing the
refugeas. “[thedte] providescritical habitat for migratory birdsand raptors.
Morethan 120 speciesof birdshave beenidentified at the Site. It supports
approximately 20 speciesof Federd or State management or pecia concern.””

Thisrefugeisun-gtaffed. Itisadministered by staff fromtheWallkill River
Refuge Headquartersin Sussex, New Jersey.

240U.S.C. 471et seq., repealed by Public Law 107-217, August 21, 2002
316 U.S.C. 667b; P. L. 80-537, asamended
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Existing Refuge
Operational Plans

Step-Down Plans

Compatibility
Determinations

Refuge Vision
Statement

Refuge Goals

Refuge Goals

The Service Manua (602 FW 4, “ Refuge Planning Policy”) lisssmorethan

25 step-down management plansthat may be appropriatefor arefugeto ensure
safe, effective and efficient operations. However, not all of theseplansare
necessary on every refuge. The planstrand ate general goalsand objectivesinto
specific strategiesand action schedules. Somerequire annual revision; others
arerevised on 5- or 10-year schedules. Some require additional NEPA analy-
g, publicinvolvement, and compatibility determinationsbeforewe canimple-
ment them. These step-down management plans, already underway, are sched-
uledfor completionasfollows:

m Habitat Management Plan (HMP, our highest priority; within 1 year of CCP
approval)

m Habitat and SpeciesMonitoring and Inventory Plan (HSMIP; within 2 years
of CCPapproval)

m FireManagement Plan (included in thisdraft CCP; appendix F)

Appendix B includesdraft compatibility determinationsfor priority public uses
and several other refuge useswe proposefor therefuge. In addition, we have
included thefina compatibility determination for model airplaneflying and model
airplane competitive events, approved and dated February 20, 2002, which
determined these activitieswere not compatible with the refuge purposesor the
mission of the Refuge System. Thisuseisdescribed in moredetail in chapter 2,
Affected Environment. Weareincorporating thisexisting decision on model
arplaneflying and model airplane competitive eventsinto the CCP (gppendix B).

Early inthe planning process, our team devel oped thisvision statement for the
refugeto provide aguiding philosophy and sense of purposefor itsplan.

The Shawangunk Grasslands National Wildlife Refuge, located in
Ulster County, New York, provides exceptional grassland habitat
within the Wallkill River watershed, a major tributary to the Hudson
River. We will enhance and sustain this high quality habitat for the full
complement of grassland-dependent birds that breed, winter and
migrate through, the watershed. Other native grassland-dependent
animals and regionally rare plants benefit from our management as
well. With easy public access to the refuge’s managed grasslands, and
because of the open vistas the grasslands afford, it is an ideal setting
for wildlife observation, nature photography, and environmental
interpretation. All visitors will feel welcomed and encouraged to enjoy
and appreciate the contribution of this refuge to the National Wildlife
Refuge System.

Our planning team devel oped these goal s after reviewing the Refuge System
mission, the purpose of therefuge, our vision statement, public and partner
comments, policy guideines, and natural and regiond conservationinitiatives.
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Chapter 1

The Comprehensive
Conservation
Planning Process

Planning Process

Goal 1. Protect and enhance habitatsfor Federal trust speciesand other species
of specia management concern, with particular emphasison grass and-depen-
dent migratory birdsand wintering raptors.

God 2. Manageto enhanceregionally significant ecologica communities,
including largegrasdand complexes.

Goa 3. Promote actionswhich contributetowards ahealthier Wallkill River.

God 4. Providehigh quality opportunitiesfor wildlife observation and photogra-
phy, and other priority, wildlife-dependent uses.

Goal 5. Cultivate apublicinformed and educated about conservation who work
to support the goal sof therefuge and themission of the Nationa Wildlife
Refuge Sysem

Servicepolicy establishesan eight-step planning processthat alsofacilitates
compliancewith NEPA (seefigure 1.1, below).* Each of itsindividual stepsis
described in detail inthe planning policy and CCPtraining materials. Whilethe
figure suggeststhese steps are discreet, there can be 2-3 steps happening
concurrently.

We started this planning processin 1998 asacombined CCPfor both the
Wallkill River and Shawangunk Grass andsrefuges. The coreteam wascom-
posed of aRegiona planner, Regiona Resource Specidist, refuge staff, and
representativesfrom NJDEPand NY SDEC. The coreteam first convenedin
February 1999.

Our early meetings consisted of detailing the stepsin the planning processfor
thisproject and collecting information on natural resourcesand public usesthat
pertained to each refuge.

Aspart of “StepA: Preplanning,” wea so developed apreiminary refugevision
statement, management goals, and i dentified i ssuesand management concerns.
During that step, we a so began awildernessreview of existing refugelands.

Our wildernessreview eva uatesthe suitability of refugelandsfor inclusioninto
the National Wilderness Preservation System (NWPS). Thereview consists of
three phases. (1) inventory, (2) study, (3) recommendation. Weinventoried all
566 acres of refugelandsinfeetitle ownership and found no areasthat meet
thedigibility criteriafor awildernessstudy areaasdefined by the Wilderness
Act. Therefore, suitability of refugelandsfor wildernessdesignationisnot
anayzed further inthe CCP. Theresultsof thewildernessinventory areincluded

inappendix C.

4602 FW 3, “ The Comprehensive Conservation Planning Process” (http://policy.fws.gov/
602fw3.html)
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Figure1.1 The
Comprehensive
Conservation Planning
Process and its
relationship to the
National Environmental
Poalicy Act of 19609.

Comprehensive Conservation Planning Process

Alsoinearly 1999, wecompiled amailing list of approximately 3,000 names,
including organi zations, e ected officids, state agencies, individuals, and adjacent
landowners, to ensure that we woul d be contacting adiverse sampleof inter-
ested groups aswe progressed through the process.

Next, we began step B, “Initiate Public Involvement and Scoping,” which
provided an opportunity for the publicto critique or add to thevision, goals,
andissueswedrafted. In May 1999, we devel oped issuesworkbooksto solicit
written commentson topicsrel ated to the management of therefuge. We
realized not everyone could attend planned Open House meetings scheduled for
later in May and in June, so theissuesworkbooks provided an opportunity to
reach alarger audience. Workbookswere sent to everyone on our mailing list;
wereavailableat the Refuge Headquarters; and were offered to people every
timeour refugestaff participated inapublic function. Werecaived 337 workbooks
completed with responses. Thoseresponses strongly influenced our formulating
issuesand devel oping aternatives on resource protection and public use.

A. Preplanning:
H. Review & Planthe Plan | g nitiate Public
Revise Plan | — .Np‘”:l':;mm q |~ Involvement&
NEPA Scoping
« NEPA compliance & NEPA
public involvement = notify the public
when applicable « involve the public

T = scope the issues

{

G. Implement Plan Th : C. Review Vision
] , e Comprehensive :
Monitor & Consé]rvation Statement & Goals
Evaluate - & Determine
Planning Process & Significant Issues
NEPA NEPA Compliance
. N'EPAcumpli:mce & pul'g!ic p NEPA
involvement when applicable « identify significant issues

A

v

F. Prepare & D. Develop &

Adopt Final Plan Analyze
NEPA Alternatives
* respond to public comment NEPA
*identify preferred altemative E. Pre pare Draft « reasonable range of altematives
* prepare & distribute final CCP | | Plan & NEPA <] «NoAction altemative

and Nhgﬁﬁmgl%ﬁgi D ocument = assess environmental effects
. ¢ distribu . " i

pi‘:fe)%mf\c)r ROD for EIS — the Proposed Action

= prepare & distribute draft CCP
and NEPA documentation
* public comment & review
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Eastern Bluebird
Photo courtesy of Scott A. Vincent©

In May and June 1999 we held seven Open
Houses: twoin Sparta, NJ; two in Vernon, NJ;
twoinWallkill, NY; and, onein Warwick, NY.
We adverti sed those open houseslocally in news
releases, radio broadcasts, and noticesto our
mailing list. Morethan 50 peopl e attended those
meetings. We a so organized severa separate
meetingswith conservation partnersand state
agenciesto discuss shared issues.

In October 1999, wereleased our “Fall 1999
Planning Update” to everyoneon our mailing list.
That update summarized the public commentswe
had received from meetings and i ssueswork-
books, identified the key issueswewould be
dealingwithinthe CCPs, and shared revised
vison statementsand goals.

Oncewe had firmed up thekey issuesin October,
webeganstep D, “ Develop and AndyzeAlterna
tives.” Thepurposeof thisstepistodevelop
aternative strategiesfor addressing and resolving
eachissue on both refuges. We derived the
management alternatives described in chapter 3
from those strategies, public comments, our goals
and refuge purposes.

Atthisstage, weidentified and mapped ecologi-
caly important landsin thevicinity of therefugeor
connected totheWallkill River valley. Usingthe
expertiseof our Connecticut River/Southern New
England/New York Bight Coastal Ecosystems
Program officeand wildlifebiologistswith NY SDEC, we determined areas of
high biodiversity important to our Federal trust resources, including areaswith
rareor decliningwildlife speciesor plant communities, wetlands, and contiguous
grasdandslarger than 150 acres. Thoseareasof high biodiversity were mapped
asfocusaress.

Weidentified a Shawangunk Grassands FocusArea, 5,950 acresinsize,
surrounding therefuge (map 1-2). In our opinion, land usesinthisfocusarea
could haveadirect effect on our ability tofully meet our refuge goasand
objectives. Unfortunately, some of that areanow has been devel oped and has
logtitssgnificancetowildlife.

Despite our interest in seeing theselands protected, none of the dternatives
propose Service acquisition of additional landsat thistime. We do not fedl there
isenough local community support for arefuge expansion, and from our Re-
gional perspective, with al our other land protection priorities, it isdoubtful we
would be ableto securefunding to buy additional landshere or hire staff to
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Issues, Concerns,
and Opportunities

Key Issues

managethoselands. Instead, we plan to work with adjacent landownersand
other partnerstofacilitateland conservation within thefocusarea. However, if
favorable conditionsariseinthefutureto make Serviceland acquisitioninthis
areapossible, wemay pursueit under aseparate environmental assessment and
publicreview.

At follow-up meetingsin 2000, we shared our proposed alternativeswith
conservation partners, state agencies, and the public. We distributed another
newd etter in January 2002 that outlined four management aternatives. Through
further analysis, wereduced those alternativesto three. In chapter 5, “ Consulta-
tion and Coordinationwith Others,” youwill find adetailed summary of each
publicinvolvement activity.

In November 2002, we determined it would be more efficient to separate our
planning effortsfor Wallkill River and Shawangunk Grasslandsrefuges, with
priority givento completingaCCPfor thisrefuge. Thisdocument istheresult of
that effort and completes Step E: * Prepare Draft Plan and NEPA Document.”

After a45-day publicreview of thisdraft CCP/EA, wewill review and analyze
all written and oral commentson thedraft document. A summary of al substan-
tive commentsand our disposition of thecommentswill be documentedinan
appendix totheFinal CCP. TheFinal CCPwill alsoidentify the Service-
preferred dternative. A Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) will be
writtento certify that the Final CCP has met agency compliancerequirements
andwill achieverefuge purposesand hel pfulfill the Refuge System mission. We
will then submit the Final CCPand FONSI to the Regional Director for review
and approval. Once approved, these documentswill bemade availableto al
interested parties. Assoon asthe Regiona Director hasapproved thefina
CCP, wecan gtartimplementingiit.

From planning team discussi ons, public and focusgroup mestings, and public
responsesto our issuesworkbooks, we compiled theissues and concernsthat
we heard and categorized them asfollows.

Keyissues—Theseare unresolved public, partner, or Service concerns
without obvious solutions supported by al. Along with goals, key issuesform
thebasisfor devel oping and comparing the different management aternatives.
Thewiderange of opinionson how to addresskey issuesin away consistent
with refuge goa sand obj ectives generated thevarying dternativesweanadyzein
chapter 3, “Alternatives.” Thekey issueslisted below a so sharethischaracter-
istic: the Service hasthejurisdiction and the authority to addressthem.

| ssuesand concerns outside the scope of thisanalysis.—Theseissuesfall
outsidethe scope of thisdocument, or outsidethejurisdiction or authority of the
Service. Although we discussthem briefly bel ow, we do not addressthem
further inthisdocument.
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Key Issues

1. Which speciesshould beafocusfor management, and how will the
refugepromoteand enhancetheir habitats?

Congressentruststhe Servicewith protecting Federal-listed endangered or
threatened plant and animal species, anadromousand inter-jurisdictiona fish
species, migratory birds, and certain marine mammals, and mandatestheir
treatment as management prioritieswhen they occur on arefuge. Appendix A
identifies Federal trust resourceson therefuge, aswell asother speciesand
habitats of special management concern.

Although weknow of no Federal-listed specieson therefuge, it doesprovide
sgnificant habitat for certain migratory birds. The challengewefacewith
migratory bird management isdetermining how arefuge can significantly con-
tribute to the conservation of migratory bird speciesof concern. Animportant
guestion we must answer is*Which migratory bird speciesand habitat types
should bemanagement prioritiesontherefuge?’ Placing management emphasis
on certain speciesor speciesgroupsmay preclude emphasison other migratory
bird speciesof concern.

For example, our emphasison managing habitat for grasd and-dependent birds
would reducethe potential for shrub-dependent or forest-dependent birdsalso
indeclinethroughout PIFArea 17. Each of the alternatives associates manage-
ment with certain migratory bird species, and discussestheforeseeableimpacts
on other speciesof concern. Addressing thisissuewill hel p support refuge
goals1,?2,and 3.

2. How will therefuge managefor regionally significant ecological
communities, including theWallkill River and itsassociated
wetlands?

Severa habitat typespresent on therefuge have beenidentified asecologically
sgnificant because of their biological diversity, their relative scarcity throughout
the Hudson River ecosystem, or their ability to support acomplex of species
that areregionaly declining. BesidestheWallkill River anditstributaries, large
grassland complexes (>150 acres) are recognized asregionally important for
their biologicd diversty.

Servicepolicy (601 FW 3) requiresusto maintain existing levelsof biological
integrity, diversity, and environmenta health onrefugelands. If necessary, we
aretorestorelost or degraded habitats, using historical conditionsasaframe of
referenceto identify composition, structure, and functional processesthat
naturally shaped ecosystemsand habitat types. Which habitat typeswe empha-
Szein management variesamong thedternatives, influencing thetiming and the
extent of our fulfilling those policy requirements. Addressing thisissuewill help
support refugegoals 1, 2, 3and 4.
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3. How will therefugemanageinvasive, exotic, or over abundant
species?

I nvasive plants out-compete native species by dominating light, water, and
nutrient resources. Species such aspurpleloosestrife (Lythrumsalicaria),
Phragmites (Phragmitesaustralis), garlic mustard (Alliaria petiolata),
Canadathistle (Cirsumarvense), multiflorarose (Rosa multiflora), and reed
canary grass (Phalarisarundinacea) threaten refuge habitats by displacing
native plant and animal species, degrading wetlandsand other natural communi-
ties, and reducing natural diversity and wildlife habitat values. Thoseplantsare
particularly amenace when they impact theviability of native speciesof con-
cern, such assome of therare plant speciesontherefuge.

Oncethey have become established, getting rid of invasive plantsisexpensive
andlabor intensive. Their characteristic ability to easily establish, prolificaly
reproduce, and readily disperse makes eradicating them difficult. Many of them
cause measurable economicimpacts, especidly inagricultural fields. Preventing
new invasionsisextremely important for maintaining biologicd diversty and
native plant populations. Controlling themin existing, affected areaswill require
extensive partnershipswith adjacent landowners, ate, and local governments.
Each of theaternativeswill present actionsand commit varying levelsof re-
sourcesto controllinginvasiveplants.

Severd wildlife specieson therefuge may beadversdly affecting natural biologi-
cal diversity and we need to monitor any impacts. Native species such asdesr,
resdent Canadageese, and small furbearing mammal s such asfoxes, raccoons,
and woodchucks can be aproblem when their popul ations exceed the range of
natural fluctuation and theahility of the habitat to support them. Management
issuesarisewhen they adversely affect Federal trust speciesor degrade natural
communities. In particular, small mammalian predatorsdestroy migratory bird
nests. Whilesomelevd of predationinanatura systemisexpected, concerns
arisewhen that predation prevents our meeting conservation objectives.

Adverse economic impacts can arise when deer or Canadageeseforageon
landscaping or agriculturd fields. Excessvely high popul ationsof deer, fox or
raccoon a so can compromise human health and safety. Greater numbers of
vehicle-deer collisonsor casesof Lymedisease and rabiesall raise community
concerns. Not all of those situationsexist now on therefuge, but they may
surface soon, as surrounding lands become devel oped and animalsareforced
to concentrate on or near therefuge. The dternatives compare different man-
agement strategiesfor thosetarget species. Some of the control measuresfor
each speciesarecontroversid; they may includevisua or audio deterrence, the
destruction of nestsor dens, or lethal means. Addressing thisissuewill help
support refugegoas 1and 2.
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4. What opportunitiesfor huntingwill ther efuge provide?

During public scoping welearned that opinionson hunting ran theful | spectrum,
from thosetotally opposed, to those advocating opening therefugeto all State
hunting seasons. The Refuge Improvement Act of 1997 stipulateshunting on
refugesasone of thesix priority public usesto receive our enhanced consider-
ation. The Servicea so views hunting as an effective management tool in con-
trolling overabundant or invasvewildlifespecies.

However, asegment of thelocal community continuesto oppose hunting, based
on concerns about safety, disturbances, harmto non-target wildlife, and the
impact on visitorsengaging in other priority public uses. Othersopposed to
hunting fed that therefuge should function asacomplete sanctuary for al native
gpecies, and that huntingisincongruouswith managing arefuge.

Some support hunting only whenit isneeded for population control, and not as
arecreationd activity. Stll othersfully support it, includingthe NY SDEC, who
would liketo see more hunting on therefugein conformance with State hunting
Seasons.

Therefugeisnot currently open to hunting, but local residentsindicatethat deer
and small game hunting occurred under previous ownerships. Some adjacent
landownerswere opposed to hunting, expressing aconcern about their own
safety, especialy if arifle season were allowed. Other individuasindicated a
concern about the safety of hunters, since buried drainage structureson the
refuge could be hazards.

Aswe considered whether or not to provide ahunting programin each alterna-
tive, our foremost consideration wasfor public safety. Given these safety
concerns, and other resource concerns, the aternativesin chapter 3 propose
either the current hunting prohibition, or an archery deer hunt. Other hunting
seasonswere considered but eliminated as described in chapter 3. Addressing
hunting opportunitieswill hel p support refugegod 4.

5. Howwill therefuge provideopportunitiesfor other compatible,
wildlife dependent usesand accommodatetheir occasional conflicts?

The 1997 Refuge Improvement Act requires our enhanced cons deration of
opportunitiesfor six priority wildlife-dependent recreationa uses—hunting,
fishing, wildlife observation and photography, and environmental educationand
interpretation—when they do not conflict with the mission of the Refuge System
or the purposesfor which the refuge was established. However, theAct estab-
lishesno hierarchy among thesix priority usesand, unfortunately, they some-
timesconflict.

Some people expressed concernsthat refuge resources may be disproportion-
ately alocated toward one useto the detriment of others. An additional chal-
lengefor therefuge manager isdetermining the capacity of therefugeto support
those usesand still provide aquality experiencefor visitors. For example, some
peoplewould prefer that the runways be maintained for walking while others
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prefer that most of them be removed and restored to grasslands. Thealterna-
tivesevaluate different combinationsand levelsof priority public use, andthe
resourcesto support them. Addressing thisissuewill help support refugegoas 4
and5.

A few public usesthat historically occurred ontherefugeare not priorities, nor
wildlife-dependent, and we have determined they are not compatiblewith the
refuge purposes and management priorities. Oneactivity in particular, model
airplaneflying, received alot of attention when the refugewas established.
Chapter 2 describesthe history of that issuein greater detail. Alsoin Chapter 2,
wedescribe our concernswith nonwildlife-dependent activitiesdrifting ontothe
refugewith the Town of Shawangunk’s proposed 55-acre park and athletic
fieldson therefuge snorth boundary.

6. Should weconsider arefugeexpansion to protect additional habitat
areas?

Northern New Jersey and south-central New York have become commuter
communitiesfor citiesto the south. Two-hour commutesare now common-
place. According to aJune 19, 2005 editorial in the Poughkeepsie Journal,
thereisconcern about theloss of open space and farmland in Ulster County
dueto demographic changes. Thetown of Gardiner, for example, experienced a
population growth of morethan 20%inthelast 10 years. That growth, which
placesextreme pressure on natural resources, isnow threatening the county’s
natura areas, many are becoming isolated idandsof habitat, so fragmented that
they can nolonger support their full diversity of nativewildlifeand plant species.
Speciesthat requirelarge, contiguousareas of natural habitat arethefirst to
suffer. The Town of Shawangunk isdevel oping acomprehensive plan that will
includean analysisof current and future needsfor open space. Public meetings
indicate broad public support for the concept, but no consensus on how much
open spaceisenough. Itisasoimportant to recognize the“ open spacelands’
doesnot necessary equatewith landsof greatest wildlifeval ues.

During our scoping process, we heard from many individual sencouraging the
Serviceto expand therefugewithinthefocusareafor avariety of reasons,
including their concern about the rapid rate of development, theincreased
burden ontheir communities servicesbrought on by that development, and their
communities lossof rural character. Some acknowledged the necessity and the
direct benefitsof maintaining land initsnatural state afforded by refuges. They
recognized that wetlands are essentia habitat for wildlife, lessenthedamage
fromflooding, and naturaly break down contaminantsin theenvironment. They
also recognized that forests and grasslands protect the quality of our drinking
water, help purify theair we breathe, and provideimportant areasfor outdoor
recrestion.

516 U.S.C. 715s, June 15, 1935, asamended
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Onthe other hand, thefact that 29% of Ulster County isnow held in non-taxed
ownership, including therefuge, state prisons, religiouscommunities, and non-
profit organizations, isaconcernto many people. Someel ected officialshold
mixed opinionsabout thistax burden on their communities. They fedl that
increased Federa ownershipwill adversaly affect property tax revenues.
Federal landsare not taxed. However, the Refuge Revenue Sharing Act®hel ps
offset theloss of tax revenuethrough refuge revenue sharing paymentsto towns,
at amaximum rate of three-quartersof 1 percent of the appraised val ue of
refugeland.

Aswedescribed under “ Planning Process’, none of the alternativesproposean
expansion of the current approved boundary. However, they do compare
variouslevesof Serviceinvolvement inidentifyingimportant habitatsthat need
protection or cooperative management on privatelandsinthearea. Inaddition,
nothing inthealternatives precludesour pursuing land acquisitioninthefuture,
after additional NEPA analysisand publicinvolvement. For example, the 55
acresdeeded to the Town of Shawangunk for use asatown park, immediately
adjacent to therefuge’ snorthern boundary, may becomeapriority for Service
acquisition should thetown ever determineit excessto their needs. Whilenone
of thealternatives proposes acquisition of thistract, should the opportunity
arise, wewould seek itsacquisition. Addressing thisissue will help support
refugegoals 1,2, and 3.

7. Howwill therefugecultivatean informed and educated publicto
support themission of the Serviceand the pur posesfor which the
refugewasestablished?

Community involvement in supporting the Refuge System isvery important and
very rewarding. It helpspeople understand what we aredoing, why weare
doingit, and how we can work together to improve our communities. Refuge
outreachtiesustolocal communitiesand promotesan interest in conserving
natural resources. The challengeliesin determining how best to reach out to
raserefugevishility and cultivaterelationshipsinlocal communities. Some
people advocate opening morerefuge programsto the public; othersdesirea
“Friendsof theRefuge” Group; till others promoterefuge saff involvementin
established community events, government committees, and conservation
organizations. Thealternatives explore those optionsand eva uate theresources
necessary toimplement them. Addressing thisissuewill help support refuge
goals3and>5.
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8. Howwill wereducethepotential hazar dsfrom theunderground
drainagesystem?

Ontherefugethereisan extensive system of cement culvertsthat wasingtalled
todrainwater fromtheair field which are collapsing, and in some casesare
open and exposed. Thismay represent asafety hazard especialy for our staff
doing habitat management work or for visitorsauthorized to walk off the
designatedtrail. All thealternatives consider variouswaysto addressthisissue
and other potential safety hazardsleft from former usesof thearea. Addressing
thisissuewill help support godl 4.

9. How will therefugeobtain thenecessary staffingand funding to
maintain infrastructureand completepriority projects?

For theforeseeablefuture, thisrefugewill continueto be maintained asan un-
daffed satelliterefuge under theadministration of theWallkill River refuge.
Some peopl e expressed concerns about the ability of Wallkill River refuge staff
to maintaininfrastructure and implement programsand projectson thisrefuge
giventhecurrent level of funding.

Someare concerned that any new proposalsinthisCCPwill be substantially
above current budget alocations, thusraising unrealistic expectations. It was
pointed out that budgets can vary widely from year to year sincethey depend
on annua Congressional appropriations. Other people supported our pursuit of
new management goals, objectives, and strategiesin the hopesthat the CCPwill
establish new partnershipsand funding sources. Infact, some people recom-
mend avigtor contact facility be maintained throughout theyear ontherefuge. A
“Friends Group” was suggested as oneway to get assistance with funding and
implementation.

Indevel oping each dternative, weidentified seasond staffing positionsand
funding levelsnecessary toimplement itsproposed actionsover the next 15
years. Indl dternatives, we arerecommending the essentid staffinglevels
already approved for therefuge beimplemented (appendix E). All positions
assigned to therefuge are currently vacant. Appendix D presentsour Refuge
Operating Needs (RONS) and M anagement Maintenance System (MMYS)
projected needs. These databases are updated regularly, and infact, weare
transitioning in 2005 to replace the MM S database with the Service A sset
Maintenance M anagement System (SAMMYS) database. Addressing thisissue
will help support al refugegoals.
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Issues Outside the
Scope of this
Environmental
Assessment

Development and local
zoning

Pollution Control

Many peopleindicated they aregreatly concerned about urban sprawl, therate
and | ocation of devel opment, and thelossof habitat and resultingincreased
habitat fragmentation near refuge lands. Somewanted zoning for agricultureor
something other than residential or commercial development. Theauthority of
the Service doesnot extend to local zoning. However, we areworking with
adjacent townsto identify important wildlife habitatsthat need protection.

Many refuge nelghborsexpressed their concern about poor water quality inthe
Wallkill River andtheir belief that it has steadily declined over thepast years.
Some attributed that declineto the use of herbicidesand pesticideson agricul-
turd fieldsanditsrelationshiptothelevelsof DDE intheriver, thehighestinany
Hudson River tributary. Others expressed their concerns about the effects of
town wastewater treatment and pollution fromfarm operations.

The Servicehasnojurisdiction, unlesspollutersaredirectly impacting Federa
trust resources. However, our staff will continueto work with theWallkill River
Task Forceand participateinlocal community planning to promotethe best
management and restoration practicesto benefit water quality and thewetlands
of theriver anditstributaries.

American woodcock
USFWS photo
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